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Abstract




At the last time period during which the environment was favourable to human activities (Pachur and Röper, 1984; Close, 1992; Gehlen et al., 2002; Kuper and Kröpelin, 2006), the prehistoric groups having evolved in the Libyan Desert, Eastern Sahara, were confronted to highly contrasted environments, ranging from flat sand sheets covered by grasslands and shrubs to mountainous areas with peaks and rugged flanks (see part 2.). The general distribution of rock art in the Libyan Desert has been largely pre-set by this geomorphological context. At a first glance, it appears that the map of rock art concentrations can be rigorously superimposed on the relief map, as it is the case in the Gilf el-Kebir/Jebel el-‘Uweināt area (Fig. 1). Rock art distribution depends indeed, as a prerequisite, on the location of rock surfaces available for painting or engraving. However, the relationship of these archaeological artefacts with their setting is far more complex and may provide information on how prehistoric groups used such contrasted environments during the Holocene optimum.

Fig. 1 Satellite image (Google Earth, 2012) with the names of the main massifs of the Libyan Desert and the location of the sites discussed in the paper.

Within the field of landscape archaeology, rock art is one of the numerous artefacts well-adapted for the study of the interactions of prehistoric groups with their environment(s) (Bradley, 1991; Bradley et al., 1994; Lenssen-Erz, 2012a; Soukopova, 2012: 56–61; Barnett and Guagnin, 2014; Gallinaro, 2006). But beyond, rock art also offers further insights into the more specific relationship of the painters and/or engravers with the landscape(s), how they evolved in the region, how they conceived their territories. Both archaeological and palaeoenvironmental records testify of a certain mobility of the prehistoric groups in the area during the whole optimum Holocene period (see part 4.). As such, rock art can prove to be very useful in the understanding of the type and range of these mobilities. Contrary to mobile art, rock art constitutes one of the rare stationary artefacts in archaeology. Its archaeological analysis and interpretation can based on the premise that it was done exactly where it is found, the only causes of displacement being major events of landscape reshaping, these latter being easy to detect. This specificity of rock art gives much credit to contextual analysis, especially in the Libyan Desert, where palaeoenvironmental records provide a good level of information on the setting in which the painters and/or engravers lived (Pachur and Braun, 1980; Kröpelin, 1987; Neumann, 1987, 1989; Van Neer and Uerpmann, 1989; Darius, 2013). One of the main limitation is dating. No direct dating has been performed on the rock art of the Libyan Desert so far, and the use of other methods (patinas, differences in weathering, style comparisons, dating with the archaeological sites nearby) is quite challenging as each of these methods encounters several limits. The combination of them allow to reach chronological ranges within the interval of the Holocene optimum rather than precise datings.
In this contribution, rock art of the Libyan Desert will be examined under the scope of its distribution through time and space and of its motifs, in order to explore the concept of territories. Does rock art help to understand how prehistoric groups lived in such contrasted territories? How did the different groups put their own marks in this challenging environment? What was the extent of their territories during the Holocene time period? Did pastoralists have the same symbolic expressions than hunter-gatherers? Is it possible to establish a link between subsistence activities and symbolic territories? This paper will investigate these research questions through a comparison between the rock art of the two main massifs in the region: the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt, providing detailed parallels that have never been established so far.

2 Regional setting
The main concentrations of rock art in the Libyan Desert are located in the two greatest massifs: the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt. Smaller rocky areas have been suitable and also used for paintings and engravings: the Unnamed plateau, a low plateau of igneous rocks lying half way between the two main massifs of the Libyan Desert (Egypt) also called Rough Plateau (Clayton, 1933: 256), the neighbouring Peter and Paul Jebels, the Clayton's Craters, the Jebel Arkenu (“the Acacia mountain”, Libya) on the Western side of the Libyco-Egyptian border, and further south, the smaller massifs of the Jebel Kissu and the Yerguehda Hill, three massifs of igneous rocks located south of the Jebel el-‘Uweināt (Zboray, 2005, 2009), as well as several unnamed small massifs (Borda, 2009) (Fig. 1).
The rock art record of the two great concentration areas will be mainly discussed here, as the small massifs are the place of scarce sites. The most challenging issues concern the relationship between these two massifs and their surroundings. The Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt are the most prominent features in the geography of the Libyan Desert. The surrounding flat plains naturally highlight their importance in the landscape. Yet, the two massifs are differing one from the other. Besides a dissimilar geographic extent, they are differing in terms of geomorphology.
The Gilf el-Kebir, which means “the Great Cliff” in Arabic, is a plateau of 7500 km2 mainly composed of eroded sandstones, with a flat top, 300 m high from the surrounding plains (Embabi, 2004: 353). It is actually composed of the Abu Ras plateau (Embabi, 2004: 5), sometimes named Abd el-Malik plateau (Brügge, 2011) and lying in the North-Western part, and the Kemal el-Din plateau, in the South-East. The flanks of both plateaux are cut by a number of canyon-like or large wadis hosting natural shelters.
A hundred and twenty kilometres further south, the Jebel el-‘Uweināt is a more mountainous area, with a peak at the South, estimated at 1893 m or 1934 m asl depending from the authors (Osborn and Krombein, 1969: 1; Haynes, 1981: 103). Its geomorphology is complex with mainly sandstones to the East, and igneous rocks to the West, having formed large boulders due to erosion, on which engravings were made. Its flanks also host natural shelters, a lot of which hosting themselves rock art sites.

3 Distribution patterns of rock art sites
A total of 402 sites with engravings and 456 sites with paintings has been recorded in the Gilf el-Kebir and Jebel el-‘Uweināt area, from the beginning of the explorations in the 1930's until recent surveys (Almásy de, 1936; Rhotert, 1952; Zboray, 2009, 2013: 18), including famous spots like Wadi Sūra I and Wadi Sūra II in the Gilf el-Kebir. Distribution patterns can be detected and have to be highlighted for a global understanding of the question of symbolic territories.
Less sites are evidenced in the Gilf el-Kebir compared to the Jebel el-‘Uweināt, and they are less regularly distributed than in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt. While rock art is distributed rather evenly in the geographical setting of the Jebel el-‘Uweināt, it is striking to note that most of the sites in the Gilf el-Kebir are concentrated in a unique area, on the North-Western flanks of the Abu Ras plateau (North), called the Wadi Sūra, which means the “Valley of Images” in Arabic. According to the inventory of rock art sites in the Gilf el-Kebir performed by A. Zboray (2005, 2009), more than 95% of the sites are on the flanks of the Abu Ras plateau, and a great majority are concentrated in the Wadi Sūra area – there other ones being located in the Wadi el-Hamra and the Wadi Abd el-Malik. There seems to be no obvious cause for explaining that. In the South-Eastern Gilf el-Kebir, natural possibilities for doing rock art are more or less equivalent to the one found in the North-West. The under-representation of rock art in the Kemal el-Din plateau cannot be due only to a deficit of research in this area so far, to differential conservation, nor to a least human presence during the Middle Holocene. The wadis of the Kemal el-Din plateau have been intensely explored and excavated during the 1980's and 1990's (Mac Hugh, 1980; Schön, 1996; Linstädter, 2005) and evidence have been found for the presence of prehistoric communities from the VIIIth millennium BC until the IVth millennium BC. It has to be noted that until a recent date, more settlement sites were recorded in the surroundings of the Abu Ras plateau than for the Kemal el-Din plateau. However, recent systematic surveys (Riemer and Bartz, 2013) would tend to give a more nuanced image since relatively high concentrations of settlement sites have been found in the Wadi Sūra area (Kuper, 2013).
The flanks of the wadis in the Kemal el-Din plateau having been intensely explored, the question of the scarcity of rock art in this plateau, compared to the Abu Ras plateau, remains. In the current state of research in the Gilf el-Kebir, it seems that prehistoric groups have preferentially done rock art in the North-West, and done much less in the South-East, despite the fact that some groups were settling there. How to explain this dissimilarity? Has there been some territorial preference for symbolic expressions? Where the two areas peopled by different groups, the ones in the North-West being more prolific in terms of rock art? Pottery is identical and would tend to make the picture of a rather homogenous material culture. However, it is not inconceivable that some groups could have shared the same material culture and expressed different beliefs or aptitude to symbolic expressions. The hypothesis of the perception of the Wadi Sūra area being considered as more suitable to rock art than others for different reasons - not necessarily related to the only topographical and geomorphological setting - has to be posed. Other explanations could be found in the time passed in the area, which could have been longer or shorter than in other areas, or in a tradition of doing rock art in the area, or even in the need for different groups to mark their presence there if they were sharing such a coveted area with other groups. Whatever the reason, the fact is that such a concentration of rock art in the same area could tend to legitimate the notion of symbolic territories.
In both massifs, paintings and engravings are rarely associated. In a few cases, they can be found on the same site, but in two separate parts of the site, as in WG 21 in the Gilf el-Kebir, or CC 22 in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt (Borda, 2009: 185). In such cases, were they made by two different groups, or at different times? There is only one known example of a dual technique, used at Wadi Sūra II/WG 21, where a few engravings have been painted – e.g. the body of an ostrich is outlined by a fine engraving while it is also coloured. In the Jebel el-‘Uweināt, Zboray (2013: 18) notes that engravings tend to be located in lower altitudes, whereas paintings are mostly done in higher altitudes, though there is no obvious explanation for this distribution pattern.
Finally, the Holocene rock art is also unevenly distributed in terms of motives. The Jebel el-‘Uweināt displays only one stencil handprint at the site WW 52 in the Wadi Wahesh. Another stencil handprint has been found at CC 12, in Clayton's Craters (Borda, 2009). In the Gilf el-Kebir, a total of more than 800 stencil handprints has been found, but a certain bias is due to the fact that the site of Wadi Sūra II/WG 21 displays most of those stencil hands.

4 Results: parallels in the rock art of the two massifs
Researchers have outlined the fact that the rock art of the two massifs can be paralleled (Almásy de, 1936: pl. XVI; Le Quellec, 2005: 20; Le Quellec et al., 2005: 74; Zboray, 2013: 18). However, the existing parallels can be further described with an inventory and a detailed description of the similarities in terms of motives, styles and techniques, connected with related data on the geographical and chronological contexts. Contextual data are essential to the understanding of the significance of such parallels for archaeology: are these parallels a majority or a minority, what regions show parallels (see parts 4 and 5 for  answers to these questions)? A definition and description of local rock art styles is progressively being provided in several papers with elements for a chronological sequence (Saad et al., 2008; Honoré, 2012; Zboray, 2012; Riemer et al., 2017). However, precise parallels are here preferred to global comparisons between styles, as a starting point for the study. Indeed, the definition of styles is a matter of debate, as it is heterogeneous and does not account for porosity. The parallels found in the rock art of the two massifs can be classified in different ways, one of those being the two types of motives for which parallels may be established: human depictions (4.1) and animal depictions (4.2).

4.1 Similar human depictions
Striking parallels are found amongst human depictions, due to the high number of consistent details (See Fig. 2 for the figures discussed). On the ceiling of the WG 35 small shelter in North-Western Gilf el-Kebir, a pastoralist site which could be called “the shelter of headless bovines” (Honoré, 2015), bowmen with streamlined silhouettes can be paralleled with other bowmen painted with similar proportions, shape and style from the Karkur et-Talh (Northern ‘Uweināt), on the sites KTS 38 and KTS 92/B, and from the Hassanein Plateau (Western ‘Uweināt), on the site HP 34. All bowmen depicted in this style do have a body with elongated proportions, with the torso slightly splayed in its upper part. The arms are long and thin and have no visible hand, as the legs do with no depicted feet. The waist is underlined by a slight steatopygia. The head is made by a large trait or an oval without figuring the neck. The bowmen are equipped with a traditional bow, arrows and sometimes a quiver hanging from the shoulder. The figures are painted in plain red ochre.


Fig. 2 Formal parallels for human depictions in the rock art of the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-Uweināt. Photos of the author and from Le Quellec et al. (2005)* and Zboray (2005)**.

The representations from the site HP 34 in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt (Western ‘Uweināt) show a white line probably featuring a loincloth along the thigh, as well as white dots in the top part of the bust, maybe depicting a bead necklace, rather identical to the depiction from WG 35 in the Gilf el-Kebir. A white line over the head of a bowman from WG 35 site may depict a feather or a headdress used as a group identity marker, as some groups seem to have been differentiated by the number of these lines over the head in a scene of direct confrontation (KT 92B - Almásy de, 1936: pl. VII; Honoré, 2013: 308). In the same shelter, as well as in the Karkur et-Talh, figures of this style sometimes appear in couple, holding each other hands. A gender differentiation seems to be expressed by the mean of the dress, and, in a lesser extent, of the body shape. The figures potentially identified as men old the bow and walk first. Presumed women do have a slightly more pronounced steatopygia and wear a larger loincloth, looking like a skirt in the WG 35 shelter. All isolated figures are bowmen. The attitude of all humans depicted in the “slender style” is rather identical. They stand, depicted in a 3/4 frontal view, most often looking on the right even though the couple from the KT 92/B in the Karkur et-Talh is looking on the left.
Another parallel can be established between the two massifs regarding depictions of humans with legs bent like those of crabs (Fig. 2). They are evidenced both in the Wadi Sūra area, on Wadi Sūra II/WG 21 walls, and in the Northern Jebel el-‘Uweināt, on  KTW 28/C and KTS 35/B walls. Their body is made by a plain red ochre shape, with dress details still visible in white on one of the human figures from KTW 28/C. Their general corpulence is relatively consistent. Below a round head with no detail and a short neck, their torso is roughly of triangular shape. Both arms and legs are flexed. The lower section of the thighs are represented with a curved profile suggesting a rather muscular morphology. The hands are depicted with fingers, and the feet are viewed from the side, which is in line with the legs wide apart. Their position is not a common one for human representations in rock art, and significantly differ from the standing position of the humans described above. These figures hold no equipment and they appear to be depicted in a position of social representation rather than in a daily subsistence task. It has to be noticed that the site KTS 35/B only displays human representations, and no animal. Only two are in this position with bent legs and arms, but the others, depicted in the same style, are standing with outstretched and/or flexed arms. One is kneeling, next to one of the figures with bent legs and arms. Are they performing a specific tribal “dance” like the ritual haka done by the Māori? Concerning the dating, most paintings – if not all – on Wadi Sūra II/WG 21 walls seem to be related to a hunter-gatherer horizon.
KTW 28/C is a more complex site with probably several layers of paintings. Human figures are dominant, depicted as individuals in group. There is also the depiction of a giraffe, and of a pattern possibly identifiable as a cloud with rain and water. Humans are in various positions, with one or the two arms and/or legs flexed. The dimensions of the figures are varying. One of the human figures on the wall is holding a bow. Although the left one is much bigger than the three others, four humans in row could hypothetically show in a narrative way the different positions of a dance, since they seem to be forming a choreography from the left to the right.
On this site, other human depictions could also be paralleled to figures seen in the Gilf el-Kebir (Fig. 2). They have been qualified as the “Sūra style” from the name of Wadi Sūra (Le Quellec et al., 2005: 174) but are also evidenced in the Karkur et-Talh. They are both of 20 cm size, standing, with a body shape not far from the one of the above-mentioned style. They have a round head, a neck, feet and small hands and their body is made of plain red ochre, on which details of the dress are painted in white and eventually yellow. Their adornment/dress is composed of armbands on the shoulders, or on the elbows, on the knees and on the ankles. They wear a complex harness on the torso.
The denomination of this style as a “Wadi Sūra style” should be taken with great caution, as it could suggest that the origin of this style lies in the Wadi Sūra area, and this parallel shows that there is much uncertainty about that. The fact that more depictions of a style have been found in one of the two massifs does not necessarily mean that the style originates from this massif. They could have a greater importance to mark a presence in a region where one consider oneself as an occasional “visitor”. Sometimes, rock art can be used as a marker for the appropriation of a territory.

4.2 Parallels in the depictions of cattle
Besides human representations, the depictions of cattle seem to display rather convincing parallels between the two massifs as well. The most frequent similar pattern is the one of cattle with a coat decorated by elongated dots or strokes (Fig. 3). The pattern can be composed of white oval dots on a red coat, or of the reverse association of colours. The oval dots have roughly the shape of a rice grain. Bovines with such specific decorated coats are evidenced on at least two sites in the Gilf el-Kebir (Painting Units 8 and 16 of WG 35 and Mogharet el-Qantara), and at least three sites in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt (KT 92/B, HP 21/B and AD 2). It should be noticed that both in the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt, the geographical distribution of this kind of cattle depictions is large, ranging from the North to the South. Considering the differences in terms of shape and repartition of the dots on the animal coats, it seems that several painters have used this style for representing cattle.

Fig. 3 Formal parallels for cattle depictions in the rock art of the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-Uweināt. Photos of the author and from Zboray (2005)*.

Other parallels can be established for animal depictions; even though some are less characteristic and could also be due to a fortuitous formal similarity. The bovines painted in plain white in the Painting Unit 7 of the WG 35 shelter (“the shelter of headless bovines”) (Honoré, 2012, 2015) seem to have common traits with some depicted in the shelter SU 11 in the southern Jebel el-‘Uweināt: a subtriangular, fine and long muzzle, parallel and slightly curved horns, front legs close one from the other, slightly protruding belly, back legs apart with an oversized udder, and a fine and long tail.
Cattle painted in plain red ochre could be paralleled between the site WG 35 of the Gilf el-Kebir, and the site KTW 13/D of the Karkur et-Talh. Their general shape is very similar to the cattle in plain white described above. Their back legs are also exaggeratedly separated for the depiction of an oversized udder with four teats that visually emphasizes the importance of milking for these pastoralist people (Honoré, 2015).
Finally, other bovines without any visible head from the shelter WG 35 (Painting Unit 3) have a lined coat, shaded with a few traits, as the bovine from the shelter KTS 28/C in the Karkur et-Talh does have. For this specific lined coats, the comparison could also be extended to engravings of cattle with lines of the same kind engraved on their coat.

5 Discussion
5.1 Understanding population movements and contacts between the two massifs
The main interest of parallels in rock art is that they may testify of the move of populations more accurately than artefacts (lithics, pottery, etc.) do. The “tradable articles” can circulate by the mean of exchanges without necessary the move of populations (Huzayyin, 1939: 203), whereas big painted walls or cliffs cannot be moved and testify of the presence at this very place of the people having done them. Consequently, rock art may help to detect the relationship between different regions. Being either due to same hands or to the inspiration of one group by another, the strong similarities in the rock art of the two massifs described in part 4 suggest population movements between the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt.
With a very marked seasonality of rains, the changing environmental conditions of the Libyan Desert have forced all groups living there, both hunter-gatherers and herd keepers, to a high degree of mobility. The study of population movements has to consider geographical, geological, ecological parameters, as well as human interaction with this environment, the latter being influenced by cultural and symbolic behaviours.
With the large flat plain separating them, the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt are two distinct territories. The Jebel el-‘Uweināt still has a few spots for water and was undoubtedly a better place for water supply during the Early and Mid-Holocene period, with perennial ressources. The altitude of the Jebel el-‘Uweināt is such that its mountains may cause orographic precipitations. Rain water is naturally caught by the rocky formations, in natural “pools” like in the Karkur Murr. Some permanent water storage places in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt, like Ain Doua and Ain Ghazal, have been named “sources” though they are not proper sources – the name Jebel el-‘Uweināt itself means “the mountain of the sources”. Hassanein Bey (1925: 200) also calls the Jebel el-‘Uweināt an “oasis”. The attractiveness of such permanent water ressources in times of severe droughts caused by long dry seasons makes no doubt. A few of such natural pools, named gueltas or magals (El-Baz et al., 1980: 57), have also been identified in the Gilf el-Kebir (Zboray, 2009 for the site WG 22; Riemer and Bartz, 2013: Fig. 6) but it seems that most water resources for cattle in the Gilf el-Kebir were provided by seasonal lakes during the Holocene optimum.
The strong similarities in the rock art of the two massifs suggest that people have moved from one massif to another. The iconography of the rock art parallels is mostly composed of pastoralist's motifs: herd keepers and cattle. As such, rock art parallels may be pieces of evidence for pastoralist's movements in the area. The distance between the site WG 35 and the North of the Jebel el-‘Uweināt is slightly less than two hundred kilometers. In theory as in practice, this distance can be covered by a group of herders and his cattle, even in conditions of reduced access to water. Water may have been stocked in hoses and carried on the back of animals for the supply.
Among a current Karimojong group of herders in Uganda, R. Dyson-Hudson has calculated that the bovines of the Pulukol camp were grazing over a 1507 square miles area, this means around 3903 km2 (Dyson-Hudson, 1971: 32). This surface is equivalent to a square with a side of 60 km length, or to a rectangle of 200 × 20 km, which would cover equivalent of the Gilf el-Kebir and Jebel el-‘Uweināt area. The plain between the two may have constituted a herding zone during the Middle Holocene, in view of the rainfall distribution. A seasonal or occasional move from one massif to another is possible. It can be estimated that the crossing of the plain between the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt may have taken a minimum of 10 days, even if this figure is highly depending on the size and composition of the herd.

5.2 An ecological complementarity in the Libyan Desert
The geomorphology of the two massifs is varied (see part 2.) and has created an ecological complementarity between not only the two regions, the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt, but also with the surrounding plains. As each region has reacted differently to rainfalls, in terms of vegetation growth and in terms of water storage, they probably offered an interesting complementarity that helped to face the seasonality of rains. At the beginning of the 1980's, when William MacHugh studied this area, the plain between the two massifs, he was astonished to find archaeological sites in this area without any landforms nor any visible water channel network (El-Baz et al., 1980: 64). So he interpreted those sites as passageway sites, just used during migrations between great and attractive regions, and he probably underestimated the importance of past large grasslands for Holocene pastoralists.
As this area has been rather neglected by archaeologists, a systematic survey of the plain between the two massifs would probably bring interesting results. However, the action of the wind is quite intense and most of surface sites are severely eroded. Moreover, after having become a runway between Northern Sudan and South-Eastern Libya during the last decades, numerous fragile surface evidence have been destroyed by the intense traffic of 4 × 4 vehicles. The systematic rock art survey made by Borda (2009: 184) in this “unnamed” plain between the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt has revealed that the micro-massifs in the plain were also a place for rock art, with 14 new rock art sites recorded. These results highlight the importance of the plain in the regional scheme. Prehistoric groups, and especially the pastoralist ones, have benefited from the ecological complementarity of the two massifs with the plain.
Some authors have proposed different hypotheses concerning the movements of populations during the Holocene optimum period. Mac Hugh (1980: 67) made relatively high rainfall estimations ensuring an autonomy in terms of water supply in the Gilf el-Kebir. He thus insisted on migrations in and around the Gilf el-Kebir: the pastoralist groups would have used mainly the surface of the plateau and  the surrounding plain during the wet season for grazing, and would have gathered near the lakes in the wadis during the dry season. To the contrary, S. Kröpelin proposes that pastoralist groups were near the lakes of the Gilf el-Kebir during the wet season and that they leaved the Gilf el-Kebir during the other season because of the drying-up of the lake. Considering the fact that perennial sources of water existed in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt, Kröpelin (2005: 62) suggests that “it may […] be assumed that the seasonal, periodic or episodic inhabitants of the Gilf Kebir were based at Jebel Ouenat”.
Today, most archaeological evidence seem to refute a model in which the Gilf el-Kebir would have only been peopled by groups coming occasionally or seasonally from the Jebel el-‘Uweināt. Yet, systematic migrations between the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt cannot be asserted as well. The parallels remains very scarce compared to the overall rock art record in the two regions. Rock art shows real specificities in the Gilf el-Kebir, and only partial parallels may be established. Seasonal migrations may have existed between the two massifs, but not in a systematic nor a generalised manner. More complex schemes that include the surroundings zones of plains should be considered. Seasonal movements were undertaken considering the variety of landscapes and resources in the Libyan Desert; consequently, even the absence of any systematic scheme for population movements or the combination of several types of migrations is to be thought about.
The chronological position of rock art is also of great help to understand its distribution. It seems that the great majority of rock art sites in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt are linked with pastoralism. On 414 sites with paintings, 337 do have depictions related to the pastoral horizon (Zboray, 2013: 19). They mainly depict cattle pastoralism, but herds of goats are also represented. Less sites with cattle depictions are evidenced in the Gilf el-Kebir, though the region is larger. As a consequence, most styles for cattle depictions in the Gilf el-Kebir are characterized as ‘Uweināt styles (Zboray, 2013: Fig. 3).
In the meantime, a great number of hunter-gatherer styles or depictions found in the Gilf el-Kebir are totally absent from the Jebel el-‘Uweināt. It does not mean that the Jebel el-‘Uweināt is not hosting hunter-gatherer rock art too (see part 5.3), but the parallels for hunter-gatherer rock art are very scarce between the two regions (Fig. 2). Hunter-gatherers and herd keepers probably made different uses of their territories. The evolution of rock art parallels seems to point out that migrations and exchanges between the two regions were more important during the pastoral phase. It may be hypothesized that regional movements and contacts between groups have been intensified with the dawn of pastoralism. Before pastoraslist practices spread in the region, new populations perhaps came with domesticated animals (bovines and caprines) and initiated new land use strategies.
Generally, one should be very cautious with the attribution of any style to a region. As a matter of fact, all pastoralist styles tend to be considered as typical of the Jebel el-‘Uweināt. It is based on the number of evidence and may be slightly caricatural. What if those pastoralist groups did more paintings of their herd in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt because, as semi-nomadic groups, they wanted to affirm a territorial legitimacy?
The definition of styles itself also has to be discussed. For most styles there is a continuum with other styles rather than a very clear differentiation. Some human depictions of the Wadi Wahesh style, for example, could also be qualified as Wadi Sūra style, or as miniature style (Zboray, 2013: 21). It appears that style differentiation in prehistoric rock art is a tool made by prehistorians for prehistorians and that the barriers between styles are often arbitrary.

5.3 Regional specificities and long-distance contacts
Amongst the rock art currently known in the two regions, a great variety of styles and depictions are either unique to a region or to a micro-region or to a specific site. A relative regional specificity seem to emerge, especially for the Gilf el-Kebir, from the study of the overall record. In the current state of research, the Gilf el-Kebir rock art have parallels with no other region than the Jebel el-‘Uweināt. Most rock art styles in the Gilf el-Kebir may be considered as original and local. Such micro-regional differences pull together with the evidence from the material culture showing a gap between nNorth and sSouth productions in pottery (Riemer, 2009: Fig. 13).
To the contrary, some paintings of the Jebel el-‘Uweināt seem to be possibly related to others from Libyan and Chadian massifs. A bovine with a fancy spotted coat from the site KTN 42 in the North of the Karkur et-Talh can be paralleled with similar ones from the shelter WG 35 in the Gilf el-Kebir (see part 4.). But KTN 42 also displays paintings human figures with elongated heads, similar to the anthropomorphic figures with birdlike heads in the Ennedi, Chad (Zboray, 2010: 223–224). Similar figures are also found on sites HP 21/A and HP 36 from the Hassanein plateau in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt. Human figures with mushroom-shaped heads are painted on the walls of the shelters KTN 31 and KTS 37 in the Karkur et-Talh (Northern Jebel el-‘Uweināt). They could potentially be related to similar figures from the Ennedi massif, on the site of Keymena and surrounding ones (Bailloud, 1997: 119–121) or from the high plateau of Bodhoué (Jacquet, 2000: Figs. 8 and 9). However, datations are not established for the Ennedi sites, and some of them could be more recent the Jebel el-‘Uweināt sites because of the coexistence of such paintings with representations of camel depictions (Lenssen-Erz, 2012b).
Further comparisons may be suggested by the so-called ‘Uweināt round head style and the elongated round head style. The typical Round Heads are a style evidenced in the Central Saharan massifs and mostly characterized by human depictions with big round heads, predating the onset of pastoralism. The use of the same name for the round head style of the Libyan Desert poses several questions. The name “round heads” is used in the Libyan Desert for describing a variety of depictions, and is thus very confusing. If the elongated round head style has very little in common with the Round Heads of the Central Sahara and ensued from distinct traditions, a site like KTN 13B in the Northern ‘Uweināt shows more formal similarities.
Such possible parallels tend to add more questions than answers to the matter of long-distance movements and exchanges in the Holocene Sahara, which is still poorly understood. Rock art parallels are useful to add some elements to the set of material evidence on the long-distance contacts and movements in the Libyan Desert and adjacent areas at the onset and the early beginnings of pastoralism. The “caliciform” vases occurrences, the grinding implement of the ‘Gilf’ style, the Libyan glass artefact dispersal and the fishnet motifs on pottery all indicate multiple contacts with neighbouring regions, especially during the Vth millennium BC (Honoré, 2013: Fig. 127).

6 Conclusions
The systematic comparison of the rock art of the Gilf el-Kebir and the Jebel el-‘Uweināt has allowed to highlight several parallels between these two main massifs of the Libyan Desert, with a strong degree of formal similarity, that were not previously done with such a level of precision. As an evidence of movements and contacts of prehistoric groups in the area, parallels testify that some groups were moving from one region to another. However, contrary to other archaeological evidence from the material culture and to what has been previously hypothesized (Kröpelin, 2005: 61), rock art does not indicate systematic seasonal migrations between the two massifs. Depiction parallels remain very little compared to the overall rock art record.
The Gilf el-Kebir seems to display a strong regional identity, especially during pre-pastoral times, and this picture does not fit with the hypothesis of the region peopled periodically by inhabitants based in the Jebel el-‘Uweināt (Kröpelin, 2005: 62). It can be stated from this study that parallels between the two massifs are more numerous for pastoralist rock art rather than for hunter-gatherer rock art (4.1 & 4.2). The geographical and topographical setting could explain that the hunter-gatherers from the Gilf el-Kebir had their own territories and symbolic expressions, and that they had little contact with the hunter-gatherers from the Jebel el-‘Uweināt. The needs in water are less important for a hunter-gatherer life compared to the needs of pastoralists for supplying herds. Water reserves in natural pools in the Gilf el-Kebir may have been sufficient throughout the year for hunter-gatherers, even if lakes were dried out during part of the year, and they probably were not enough for supporting permanently large cattle herds on the long term. Considering the palaeoenvironmental conditions and the geomorphological setting, the adoption of pastoralist lifestyles may have led to a higher seasonal mobility between the two massifs. The evolution of rock art parallels tends to show that the adoption of pastoralism has occurred alongside increasing population movements in the area and increasing contacts between the different groups. The surrounding plains were obviously playing a great role too for pastoralist groups.
The Jebel el-Uweināt rock art can be paralleled to the one of other massifs in Northern Chad. These regional and possible supra-regional parallels could mean that the Jebel el-‘Uweināt was a place where groups were coming from (or going to) other different places. This peak area in the Libyan Desert have maybe acted as a regional hub, a place where different regional cultural entities have met.
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